Three dimensions can be distinguished in a cross-linguistic account of information structure. First, there is the definition of the focus constituent, the part of the linguistic expression which is subject to some focus meaning. Second and third, there are the focus meanings and the array of structural devices that encode them. In a given language, the expression of focus is facilitated as well as constrained by the grammar within which the focus devices operate. The prevalence of focus ambiguity, the structural inability to make focus distinctions, will thus vary across languages, and within a language, across focus meanings.
Introduction
The challenge in descriptions of information structure lies in determining the relation between information structural meanings and the surface structures of linguistic expressions. Three dimensions can be recognized. First, there is the identification of the focus constituent, the constituent which is subject to some focus meaning. Most obviously, this dimension concerns differences between 'broad' and 'narrow' focus (Ladd 1980) . Second, there are the focus meanings themselves, sometimes referred to as 'focus types' (Dik et al. 1980; Gussenhoven 2006) . Given that different focus meanings are expressed in * I thank Gorka Elordieta and Mariko Sugahara for helpful comments on an earlier version of this text.
different ways, the third and last dimension is the expression of focus, the structural means by which focus meanings are encoded.
This contribution is concerned with pointing out that the structural devices employed for the expression of focus meanings are integrated in the grammar of the language. There are two potential disturbances in the relation between the semantic focus constituent and the structure used to encode it. The first is that the structural device may be subject to constraints that are unrelated to information structure, so that the expression of information structure may be frustrated because of focus ambiguity, i.e., the existence of identical phonological structures for expressions with different focus constituents.
English exemplifies the situation by using deaccenting for multiple purposes, only one of which is to indicate that the deaccented words occur outside the focus constituent. Among the other functions is a rule deaccenting the second constituent of compounds. As a result, the phonological structure in (1) is ambiguous between the expressions (1a) and (1b). The second circumstance frustrating a one-to-one mapping between the focus constituent and the device used to express it is that a structural device has an intrinsic minimal size. For instance, the pitch accent indicated by capitalization in (1) is phonologically associated with a stressed syllable, with the result that no focus constituent below the level of the syllable can be phonologically encoded. This is illustrated by the expression in (1c), in which the focus constituent is the initial consonant, in a metalinguistic reference.
( Although they have not been systematically reported, there may be phonetic differences too between 'corrective' occurrences of (1) ('Did you mean the Senate?') and 'informational' uses as in (1a) (see also below). These semantically motivated differences in phonetic implementation, which may be language-specific, require more research, and are not the topic of this contribution.
Size of the Focus Constituent
'Broad' and 'narrow' are relative terms for the size of the focus constituent (Ladd 1980) . In (2b), the focus constituent is smaller than in (2a), while it shifts to the temporal element in the verb in (2c).
(2) a. 
Expressing Meanings of Focus
Phonological prominence typically accompanies the focus constituent. However, this prominence may be achieved in structurally different ways in different languages. Also, in some languages it is not there. In such cases, the expression of focus is exclusively reflected in the morpho-syntax and does not lead to phonological prominence. Broadly, the structural devices used to express information structure can be listed as follows. The identification of a focus meaning should be based on the existence of two phonological surface structures that encode identical focus constituents. For instance, in both (3a,b) the proposition 'we be in France' represents given information and in both cases the new information is the negation of that proposition. The difference between them is that in (3a) the speaker prevents the proposition from being added to the mutual knowledge base ('counterassertive focus' in Gussenhoven (1983) , Dik et al. (1980) , also 'corrective focus' in Elordieta and Hualde (2003) , Elordieta (2007a) ), while the speaker of (3b) acts so as the remove the proposition from the mutual knowledge base ('debugging the background', cf. Gussenhoven (1983) ). This difference in the structural expression between corrective and 'counterpresuppositional focus' exists in West Germanic languages if the focus constituent is the polarity of the proposition. In the remainder of this section, meanings and ways of expressing them are discussed in tandem, as they are inevitably intertwined. The discussion is not claimed to be exhaustive.
Morphosyntax

Position in syntactic structure
According to Kügler and Skopeteas (2006) , Yucatec Maya, a VOS language, places the focus constituent in preverbal position, as in (4a), which contrasts with the neutral (4b).
(4) a. òon t-u hàant-ah Pedro avocado PVF-A.3 eat+TRR-COMPL+B3+SG Pedro 'It was an avocado that Pedro ate' b. t-u hàant-ah òon Pedro 'Pedro ate an avocado'
Untypically, there are no prosodic effects of the difference in focus structure.
The prosodic boundary after òon in (4a) is no different from that between the words in (4b). Neither is information structure marked by other prosodic elements. In a reading task with four speakers, sentences like (5a,b) consistently received identical pronunciations (Gussenhoven and Teeuw 2007) . (5) The replies to A2, A3 and A4 have the same phonological representation.
However, this is true only under 'information focus' (Kiss 1998 Interestingly, the grammar of LB constrains the expression of focus by disallowing prosodic boundaries after unaccented words. Since accentuation is a lexical property, the choice of one word over the next can determine whether the focus constituent can be expressed. Replacing accented lagúnen with unaccented nebien, as in (7), will make it impossible for many speakers to prosodically single out liburúak, because it will form a single accentual phrase (henceforth α) with nebien. Obviously, no ip-boundary can be placed inside the lower-ranked α. Similarly, no speaker of LB could express narrow corrective focus for nebien, as there would be no way to separate the word off in an α of its own. Any range expansion would apply to the entire α (Elordieta 2007b Wolof, an SVO language, uses left dislocation for given constituents. Such topicalization will not alter the surface word order if the topicalized constituent would otherwise be sentence-initial, but it will cause an Intonational Phrase (ι) boundary after it. The focus constituent appears immediately before the verb, with which it must occur in the same ι. Thus, in (8), the focus constituent mburu mi precedes la lekk and shares an ι with it. Without topicalization, the clause would be a single ι, with no ι-boundary after Peer (Robert 2000; Rialland and Robert 2001) . Perhaps a little paradoxically, then, a prosodic break after a sentenceinitial constituent marks it as being outside the focus constituent.
(8) {Peer} ι {mburu mi la lekk} ι Peter 3SG+OBJFOC bread the eat 'Peter ate the BREAD'
Particles
Particles may be used to express different focus meanings. Japanese wa, placed after the subject in this SOV language, marks the subject as given or reactivated information. It competes with ga, which marks the subject as new information.
That is, (9a) implies that the subject is included in the focus constituent, but is otherwise ambiguous as to whether the focus constituent is larger than the subject or whether there is a further focus constituent. Conversely, (9b) conveys that the focus constituent is not the subject, and therefore must be somewhere in the remainder of the sentence (cf. Susumu 1973 As may be expected, the prosodic structures of the sentences with different focus structures may differ. As in the case of the corrective focus in LB, the focus constituent in Japanese, whether informational or corrective, quite generally begins an ip (Pierrehumbert and Beckman 1988) . The treatment of the end of the focus constituent is less straightforward, but is likely to be treated so as to favour pitch range expansion for the focus constituent (Sugahara 2002) . Sundanese has three particles expressing different focus meanings, to be attached to the syntactic phrase, indicated by parentheses in (10), (11) and (12).
Mah signals information focus, tae topic (or 'reactivating focus'), while teh signals given information. Example (10) shows how teh can be used to mark old information in a question, and how mah is used to mark the requested information. Interestingly, as shown by (11), the constituent carrying old information ('interesting') may occur inside the XP to which the particle is attached. That is, there must be focus ambiguity between (11) and an equivalent case with Komo kae kataji as the focus constituent. In (12), finally, the speaker uses tae to mark 'water' as recoverable information which is re-activated ('As for the water...') (Müller-Gotama 1996 Bulgarian and Russian have a question particle li, which occurs in second position in the clause. It effectively marks narrow focus if attached to a syntactic phrase, but broad focus if attached to the verb. Thus, Russian (13) is a narrow focus sentence, but (14) has broad focus (Rudin, King, and Izvorski 1998) . (13) 
Morphology
Wolof has a set of verbal affixes expressing information structure by the side of aspectual and temporal information. They take different forms depending on person (Robert 1991; Rialland and Robert 2001) . For instance, in a sentence with broad focus and 'presentative' aspect, a verb form indicating temporal and locative coincidence with the speech act takes the paradigm in the first column of (15), which contains the stem for 'eat'. There are some nine further paradigms, among which are the three given in columns 2, 3 and 4, the choice among these latter three depending on the focus constituent. Thus, (16a) is a neutral sentence, (16b) has the verb in focus, and in (16c) '(s)he' is in focus.
Unlike the forms in columns 1, 2 and 3, which can be free-standing expressions, those in column 4 require a preceding object. Irish has a set of suffixes that attach to an NP containing a personal pronoun (Cotter 1996) . The suffix may signal focus for a pronominal NP, as in (17b), where 3SG sean attaches to sei, but also for the possessive in a lexically explicit Noun Phrase, as in (17a), where 1SG se attaches to athair, but expresses focus for m. A lexically explicit NP can be focused with the help of the morpheme féin 'self'. In addition, there is a clefting construction. 
Phonology
The prosodic structure can express information structure through phrasing, in the pitch accent distribution, or by specific pitch accents or boundary tones.
Typically, the effect is to make the focus constituent phonetically prominent.
For instance, downstep, a pitch range reduction which naturally goes together with non-prominent meanings, is suspended in a Japanese focused constituent, as a result of its occurrence at the beginning of a downstep domain. As we have seen, corrective focus in Basque is subject to the same constraint. Similarly, if the language has two pitch accents, one for broad focus and one for narrow informational or for corrective focus, the latter can be expected to be more prominent. And of course, a syllable with a pitch accent will be more prominent than one without. Kanerva (1989) showed that in Chicheŵa, the right edge of the focus constituent coincides with the boundary of a phrase, identified as the phonological phrase by Truckenbrodt (1995) . Phrasing constraints imply that no focus distinctions are possible below the level of the phrasing constituent concerned, as we saw above in the case of Lekeitio Basque. Japanese requires an ip-boundary at the left edge of the focus constituent. Again, since the nature of the prosodic hierarchy ensures that no ip-boundary can appear inside the next lower constituent, the α, and α-boundaries cannot occur inside the morphological domain of the word, constituents of compound words cannot be separately focused (Kubozono 1993) ; (Gussenhoven 2004, p.205) .
There is an extensive literature on the relation between pitch accentuation and information structure in West Germanic (cf. Ladd 1996, p.160) .
Distributions of pitch accents commonly signal the location of informational and corrective focus in West Germanic languages: deaccented words occur after the focus constituent within the ι, while before the last pitch accent, accents are obligatory within the focus constituent, but optional before it. Deaccentuation before the focus constituent will be more common when it is corrective (Féry 1993 ).
Different pitch accents are used in European Portuguese for final and prefinal focus constituents. In (18a), broad-focus (lotes do) café lusitano is given a hat pattern, H* H+L*, while the corrective narrow-focus [café] FOC lusitano in (18b) has a double-peaked contour, H*+L H+L*, with the second peak considerably lower than the first (Frota 1998, p. 274) . (19) a.
Further focus meanings
In sections 3 and 3.1, a number of focus types have passed in review: counterpresuppositional focus, corrective focus and information focus. In addition, there were two particles expressing 'reactivated' information (Japanese wa and Sundanese tae) and a particle in Sundanese signalling 'given information'. For English, a difference in accentuation was observed according to whether information was prevented from being entered into the mutual knowledge base or whether it was removed from the mutual knowledge base. I conclude the chapter with a meaning distinction based on whether the proposition expresses a definition or a historical event. Russell (1905) 
Conclusion
Instead of emphasizing the commonality in the way languages express information structure, this contribution has focused on the diversity in the meanings and structural encodings of information structure. The grammarspecific nature of the expression of focus could be illustrated with cases of focus ambiguity. Understandably, these will differ across languages as a function of the way focus is encoded. One source of ambiguity was shown to lay in the multiple functions that a focus device may have in a given grammar, such as when deaccenting is used for the formation of compounds as well as for signalling given information status in English. Another source lay in the minimal size of the structural device used to encode focus, such as when pitch accents cannot contrastively associate with subsyllabic constituents, as in English.
